In response to the reservations, I would like to list the differences between the article published in *IJERPH* in 2015 \[[@B1-ijerph-14-00141]\] and the one published in AAEM in 2012 \[[@B2-ijerph-14-00141]\].

The article published in *IJERPH* presents an in-depth analysis of the results obtained in the study of 1277 people living in the vicinity of wind farms. In this article, the authors considered a greater number of environmental stress factors contributing to the quality of life (QoL) of residents. Aside from the distance between the wind farm and the place of residence, we took into account: stages of investment, the social acceptance of the investment in wind energy, and benefit derived from wind farms. We also analysed the influence of residents' health problems, risky behaviours and stress-related problems on their QoL levels. We performed a multiple regression analysis to identify the strongest contributors to health status and QoL scores in eight SF-36 domains, as well as in the physical and mental components.

Additionally, we used a generalized linear model, determined the odds ratio (OR), and employed correspondence analysis to determine which environmental stress factors in the vicinity of wind-farm developments have the strongest effects on residents' QoL and health status. Furthermore, we analysed the occurrence of mental health problems such as irritation, anxiety, anger with regard to environmental stress factors---the distance between residence and the wind turbines, and the stage of the development. These issues were not analysed in the article \[[@B2-ijerph-14-00141]\].

In the study \[[@B1-ijerph-14-00141]\] we did not analyse the influence of noise on the residents' QoL and health status; therefore, information concerning these issues was limited and partially removed, as suggested by the *IJREPH* reviewers.

Regarding Omission One, we have never agreed with the widespread derision of the mentioned articles \[[@B3-ijerph-14-00141],[@B4-ijerph-14-00141]\]. The report \[[@B3-ijerph-14-00141]\] is based on the studies of authors who are widely cited by other researchers, namely Pedersen E. (2007), van den Berg F, et al. (2008), Leventhall G., et al. (2003), Colby WD., et al. (2009) \[[@B5-ijerph-14-00141],[@B6-ijerph-14-00141],[@B7-ijerph-14-00141],[@B8-ijerph-14-00141]\] and others.

We are familiar with the article of Onakpoya IJ., et al. (2015), but it concerns the influence of noise on sleep disorders, which was not a subject of our study \[[@B9-ijerph-14-00141]\]. We could not interpret our results with regard to bothersome noise generated by wind turbines, because we did not measure the noise levels near places of residence.

Regarding Omission Two, we analysed attitudes to new wind farm developments as one of the variables in our research project, and the nocebo effect was mentioned as the one most closely-related to attitudes. In our report \[[@B2-ijerph-14-00141]\] we raise the problem of honesty and justice associated with wind farm developments and their effects on attitudes and health problems, which requires further investigation and changes in law.

We did not refer to the findings by Poland's Supreme Audit Office, because our purpose was to analyse health aspects of reactions to new developments in the environment on the example of wind turbines, and not to assess conduct of investors and politicians. Non-adherence to the standards of good practice in social consultations, and the lack of legal regulations for HIA caused the above-mentioned situations.

Regarding Omission Three, it is a precious remark; however, since the purpose of our study was to determine whether there exists a relationship between the presence of wind farms at different stages of development and the QoL of people living in their vicinity in Poland, we focused on the influence of selected factors on self-reported QoL.

As normative we regarded data which come from international studies and let us accept some norms for the assessment of QoL and health status \[[@B10-ijerph-14-00141]\].

Ware J.E., et al. (1995) proposed combining eight domains into two components: physical and mental ones \[[@B11-ijerph-14-00141]\]. "Results suggest that two summary measures may be useful in most studies and that their empiric validity, relative to the best SF-36 scale, will depend on the application. Survey offering the option of analyzing both a profile and psychometrically based summary measures have an advantage over health status assessment; health-related QOL; empiric validity, health index; factors analysis" \[[@B11-ijerph-14-00141]\]. In the analysis of the results, we combined the scores in the physical component, mental component, and the domains of general health and vitality in order to determine overall QoL. Comparison of overall QoL scores with physical and mental component scores helped us to determine which component had a stronger impact on the respondents' QoL and health status. We believe it is not a mistake, especially that we gave all results that are needed to interpret the respondents' QoL. We also compared effects of the variables analysed in the study on physical and mental component scores and separately on each of eight domains, which allowed us to draw the conclusions. We calculated an average overall QoL score to determine self-reported QoL---we did not regard it as a mistake but the statistical check for clarity of the results \[[@B11-ijerph-14-00141]\].

Regarding Omission Four, the study was assessed by three independent *IJERPH* reviewers, and we conformed to all their suggestions. The reviewers did not comment on methodology or purpose of our research. The study was based on the assumption that the stage of the wind farm development contributes to a subjective assessment of QoL and health status. In our opinion, the results obtained allow us to draw conclusions.

Regarding Omission Five, I do not agree that our findings are significantly different from the results achieved by the researchers quoted in the article, for example: Merlin T., et al. (2013), van den Berg F., et al. (2008), Pedersen E., et al. (2011, 2008, 2007, 2007a), Lombard A., et al. (2014), Johanson M., et al. (2007), Nissenbaum M., et al. (2011), Shepherd D., et al. (2010) \[[@B5-ijerph-14-00141],[@B6-ijerph-14-00141],[@B12-ijerph-14-00141],[@B13-ijerph-14-00141],[@B14-ijerph-14-00141],[@B15-ijerph-14-00141],[@B16-ijerph-14-00141],[@B17-ijerph-14-00141],[@B18-ijerph-14-00141],[@B19-ijerph-14-00141]\].

The differences may result from the time when the study was conducted, cultural differences, and the fact that a movement against new developments began in Poland later than in other countries. So far, the results of randomized clinical research studies concerning a direct relationship between the occurrence of diseases and the distance between the wind farm and the place of residence have not been published. The minimum limit for a distance between wind farms and houses is different in various countries. In Poland it is more than 3 km, in other European countries 5 to 10 km \[[@B20-ijerph-14-00141]\].

Regarding Omission Six, i.e., the allegation concerning the conflict of interests. My name is Bożena Mroczek. I am the wife of Jarosław Mroczek, who is a CEO of EPA Ltd., which is an owner of multifarious companies. I declare, however, that my scientific research on the influence of wind farms on the health of people living in their vicinity has never been commissioned or financed by the EPA. I would also like to explain that the EPA has never been the owner of any wind farm. Its role is limited to the preparation of designs up to the stage of getting planning permission.

This reply is the result of an extensive discussion with the academic editors. The discussion will also be published.
